ABSTRACT
INTRODUCTION
Is school-based management (SBM) good for school health? Does SBM positively affect the internal qualities of school atmosphere? Although SBM has become a central theme of the restructuring efforts in many western centralized educational systems (Devos et al., 1998; Robertson et al., 1995) , little is known about its direct effects on the quality of schooling and on school dynami cs. Therefore, by employing a longitudinal research design, the following study, which focuses on the Israeli educational system, intends to evaluate the effects of SBM on school health and to determine if SBM implemented in a centralized system of education by Ministry of Education officials is considered beneficial by teachers at school level.
School-based management and school health
SBM is intended to increase authority at the school site (Clune & White, 1988) and to maximize delegation of decision-ma king authority to schools within a centrally coordinated framework (Boyd, 1990, p. 90) . The growing public support for decentralization is based on arguments claiming that schools will design and implement programs that better correspond with the particular needs of children if their autonomy is increased (Chubb & Moe, 1988; Wohlstetter et al., 1994) . Furthermore, SBM is assumed to have substantial merits, particularly in the flexibility that it offers to schools (Brown, 1990) , enabling them better and more quickly to meet local needs. Based on their curriculum, the evaluation processes they conduct and their personnel. These issues are the building bricks of school's technical, managerial and institutional aspects and, therefore, changing their quality is assumed to affect school's organizational health.
This assumption is strengthened by research findings that provide evidence for the relation between SBM and variables typically used to describe the technical, managerial and institutional levels of school's health, although the empirical evidence is rather mixed.
The managerial level:
Many studies that focused on managerial variables have demonstrated that the leadership style of the principal is a key factor in the success of SBM (Yanitski, 1998; Delaney, 1997; Brouillette, 1997; Wholstetter, 1995) .
The findings show that principals find it difficult to relinquish authority while retaining responsibility (Lindelow & Heynderickx, 1989; Brown, 1990) and that SBM did not lead to a significant change in principals' leadership style nor in the traditional patterns of influence in school (Daresh, 1992, p.115) . The studies indicate that SBM affects significantly principals' job and workload (Cranston, 2000; Dempster, 2000 , Epps, 1992 Duttweiler & Mutchler, 1990b; Murphy, 1994) yet at the same time, it challenges current relationships between principals and teachers (Cross & Reitzug, 1996) and improves these relationships only when teachers are empowered (Valente, 1999) .
Findings suggest that SBM have little or no effect at all on the quality of relationships between principals and their superiors (Malen et al., 1990, p.11; Murphy & Beck, 1995) .
Moreover, empirical evidence supports the assumption that SBM provides schools greater control over the allocation of resources (Young, 1995; Odden & Wohlstetter, 1995; Neal, 1994) . However, although some schools provide teachers with all the resources they request (White, 1992) , teachers' autonomy in general and in using the resources in particular depends greatly upon the principal and therefore varies significantly among schools.
The technical level:
The evidence regarding the impacts of SBM on morale, on schools' outcomes and on teachers' bureaucratic load, which are among the technical aspects assigned by Hoy & Feldman (1987) to school healt h, are rather mixed.
Some studies report that SBM positively affects morale (White, 1989; White, 1992; Darling-Hammond & Wise, 1985; Levin, 1988; Smith, 1993, p.6; Lange, 1993; Neal, 1991; Weiss, 1992) . Other studies report, however, that morale increased in the initial levels of implementation of SBM but soon returned to depressed levels that existed in schools prior to the introduction of SBM (Duttweiler & Mutchler, 1990a, p. 34; Carnoy & MacDonnell, 1990; Collins & Hanson, 1991) . This evidence corresponds with findings showing that SBM promotes inter-school competition (Polansky, 1998) and that schools where teachers are empowered are characterized by greater organizational conflict and lowered school climate (Short & Rinehart, 1993) . This finding may be explained in considering that although the empowerment of teachers is viewed as a means of making schools more professional and autonomous organizations (Nyberg & Farber, 1986; Hill & Bonan, 1991; White, 1992) , collaborative decision making in many ways can be a burden (Boyd, 1992, p. 521 ).
Much controversy is also associated with the effect of SBM on school outcomes. While some researchers present evidence indicating that SBM improves school outcomes (Collins & Hanson, 1991; Hill & Bonan, 1991; Duttweiler & Mutchler, 1990a; Malen et al., 1990) , other researchers provide evidence showing mixed effects (Summers & Johnson, 1995) or no effect at all (Dempster, 2000; Leithwood & Menzies, 1998;  evidence suggests that the likelihood that SBM will lead to improved school outcomes is extremely problematic (Murphy & Beck, 1995, p. 157) . At the same time, other studies show that the amount of workload and the number of bureaucratic missions that teachers experience under SBM tend to increase (Leithwood et al., 1996; O'Connor & Clark, 1990; Wylie, 1997; Campbell & Neill, 1992) .
The institutional level:
Much ambiguity characterizes the impact of SBM on schoolcommunity relations. Some researchers claim that SBM improves the relationships between school and parents (Ng, 1999) and eliminates destructive district-school relationships (Cross & Reitzug, 1996) . Others claim that SBM leads to increased expectations and pressures that parents impose on school (Polansky, 1998; Farber & Ascher, 1991) that promote conflict between school and its social community.
Hence, the theoretical claims and empirical evidence presented so far show that SBM affects the technical, managerial and institutional levels of school and foster the assumption that schools implementing SBM will be characterized by a different quality of organizational health and culture (Cheng, 1996a; Robertson & Briggs, 1998; Reynolds & Cuttance, 1993; Caldwell & Wood, 1992) . However, in considering that the evidence is rather mixed, it is difficult to establish a solid theoretical foundation and therefore to anticipate how SBM will affect school health in terms of cause and effect.
The introduction of SBM in the Israeli educational system
Traditionally, the Israeli educational system featured a high degree of central control to ensure maximum equality within the educational system, which has been a main concern since Israel became independent in 1948. This means that Israel's 1,800 elementary (grades 1-6) and junior high schools (grades 7-9) are managed by a centralized bureaucracy located in Jerusalem around the Ministry of Education, headed by a Minister and run by a Director-General. Based on the assumption that centralization best ensures equity, the Ministry of Education is responsible for educational policy and national goals, the budget, the curriculum and for monitoring schools through a central control supervisory and superintendency network. In addition, it controls the recruitment of teachers, teachers' salaries and curriculum development and the outputs through national minimum tests and matriculation exams.
In the last decade, however, the Israeli educational system has decentralized rather than centralized its control patterns. This trend was initiated by the Ministry of Education although the country is small and therefore relatively easy to control (Inbar, 1986) . The move towards decentralization was initiated for two main reasons: firstly, central officials turned to decentralization as a last resort after realizing that all the other control mechanisms have failed (Gaziel & Romm, 1988) . Secondly, educators in Israel have long recognized the negative pedagogical effect of strong centralization, curriculum uniformity and the fragmented nature of the system (Vollansky & Bar-Elli, 1995) .
Hence, in 1992 the Minister of Education commissioned a steering committee to explore the possibility of extending the scope of school autonomy and local level accountability and introducing SBM in Israel. This was done after a number of central initiatives to decentralize the educational system, carried out during the 70s and the 80s, ended with no significant changes in schools' autonomy and authority.
The committee recommended introducing SBM to the Israeli Educational system, based on a set of guidelines:
1. Schools will develop a cl ear definition of focused goals; 2. Schools will develop a clear work plan that corresponds with their defined goals and present the plan at the beginning of the school year to the superintendent to the district and to community members; 3. Schools will use and implement extensive monitoring and assessment methods; 4. Schools will be granted full independence in using their budget; 5. Schools' authority with respect to personnel matters will be broadened; and 6. There will be a governing body for each school (Recommendations 5 and 6 were postponed). The authority delegated to schools is followed by a set of binding regulations: SBM schools have to operate in accordance with the education laws and regulations of the General Director and with the national curriculum. They have to keep collective labor agreements, they are not allowed to decrease weekly class hours and they have to comply with the financial guidelines determined by the local authority on the basis of the guidelines defined by the Ministry of Education (The Minister of Education, 1993).
Although SBM intends to increase schools' autonomy, it is interesting to note that schools cannot introduce SBM unless a contract is signed between the municipality within which they operate and the central office. In some instances, schools are forced by the municipality to introduce SBM after a contract has been signed in order to create unity and facilitate city-level administration. The Municipality of Jerusalem was the first to sign a contract in 1997. This led to a gradual introduction of SBM to 60 of the 74 elementary school in the city over a period of four years. Schools were tempted to follow this initiative since they received a significant and immediate increase of their financial resources. Principals who introduced SBM had to participate in a one -year training program initiated and carried out by the Ministry of Education officials before introducing SBM in their school. During their training principals were given guidelines regarding the expected featur es of school's annual plan focusing mainly on the quality of school's tasks and evaluation processes and discussed issues related to budget management and to the accountability of local-level educators. One immediate outcome of this training process is the uniform pattern that characterizes the implementation of SBM in Israeli elementary schools.
Implications for research
In considering the multifarious effects that SBM is assumed to have on schools, two implications for research arise. Firstly, while the compelling logic of decentralizing school systems has created a wave of highlighted expectations of significant improvement in school performance, these changes have so far failed to materialize (Davies & Hentschke, 1994) . Moreover, existing evidence on the impacts of SBM on school processes and internal dynamics is diverse. Therefore, it is difficult to establish a directional hypothesis regarding SBM and school level factors. Secondly, in considering the slow pace characterizing change processes in education (Inbar, 1975) and the relatively long period of time needed before SBM effects may be evident (David, 1989a) , it is argued that studies attempting to evaluate the impacts of SBM on schools should utilize a longitudinal design. Although efforts to adopt SBM have been widespread, there has been surprisingly little empirical research oriented towards gaining a better understanding of the process and outcomes of these reform efforts using longitudinal research designs (David, 1989a) . Although single shot studies may provide useful circumstantial evidence, such research designs cannot account for the effects of SBM, especially when change processes are in progress.
These implications suggest that a pre/post-research design is required if the effects of SBM on school internal dynamics are to be assessed. Therefore, using a three-year followup, the present study is designed to evaluate if, and to what extent, the introduction of SBM in schools has substantial effects on the organizational health of schools operating in a centralized system of education.
METHOD

Data collection:
Since the purpose of this study is to evaluate the impact of SBM on school health, a three-year study of 28 elementary schools located in Jerusalem was conducted. These schools were chosen because, at the time the study was conducted, these were the only schools in the country that planned to implement SBM in the following year. The introduction of SBM is assumed to induce change in schooling by affecting primarily the organizational features of those particular schools. Therefore, the school is used as the unit of analysis. This is done also because health and climate studies center on organizational properties rather than on the personal qualities of individuals (Sirotnik, 1980; Hoy & Barnes, 1997) . Therefore, teachers' responses were averaged so that all individual -level data were aggregated to the school level (e.g., mean score for all teachers in a school for each health subset). Since the subsets of the health index vary in number of items, teachers' scores for the items of each subset were averaged rather than added (Hoy et al., 1991, p. 164) to enable standardization. In considering that the purpose of this study was to determine whether SBM causes significant changes in school health, the scores of the subsets were averaged each year for the entire group of schools studied.
In addition, we controlled for personal characteristics of teachers that have been shown to be important in other studies. These variables are important additions to our model but are treated as exogenous. This instrument focuses mainly on the principal's behavior and on the degree to which it is supportive, directive or restrictive and on teachers' behavior and on the degree to which it is collegial, intimate or disengaged. Since this instrument is not designed to address qualities of school's institutional level or other aspects significant to SBM and to school's organizational health (such as resources available for teachers, the principal's influence on superiors and teachers' belief in students' ability to succeed), an additional four sub-scales adopted from the Organizational Health Inventory (OHI) developed by Hoy & Feldman (1987) were employed. In considering that this instrument was originally designed to address the organizational health of secondary schools, 20 elementary school principals were asked to appraise, based on the items' face validity, the relevance of these items for elementary schools. They all agreed that the items are relevant for elementary schools especially after introducing SBM.
In order to confirm the validity and stability of all the subsets employed, a principlecomponent factor analysis with Varimax rotation was performed for the entire sample.
After omitting items with item loading lower than .50 and those loaded in more than one factor, 37 four -point Likert type items were left forming a seven factor solution, with item loading above .50 (see appendix A). The seven sub-scales are: to teachers' belief in their pupils' ability to succeed (Cronbach a coefficient = .87); and 7. Resource support, referring to the supplies and instructional materials available for teachers in school (Cronbach a coefficient = .88). A 4-point Likert type scale is used throughout the questionnaire. Sub-scales 1,5 and 7 were used to assess schools' managerial level whereas sub-scales 2,4 and 6 were employed to evaluate schools' technical level.
Data analysis:
The data are analyzed in two sequential stages: In the first sta ge, the results of each sub-scale are aggregated for each school and a repeated-measure procedure is used to assess whether differences exist between the scores before and after the introduction of SBM in schools. In each of these analyses, teachers' personal background data is controlled and used as a covariate. In the second stage, the results for each health sub-set are aggregated across the entire sample, and paired-sample ttests are used to determine the source for the differences found using the repeatedmeasure procedure. Although in the process of aggregation individual school data is lost, the standard deviations for each of the sub-scales obtained for the distribution across 28 schools range between .20 and .32, indicating that the variance among schools' individual scores is relatively low.
To avoid inflation of the confidence level and a type II error when performing three sequential t-tests for each of the organizational health variables, a Bonferroni confidence level is used for each of the comparisons (for a review on Bonferroni critical value procedure: Harris, 1995, p. 316) . This means that for each comparison, a 98.34% confidence level is used so that the total confidence level used for the set of three comparisons will not exceed 95%.
Interviews: Since the current literature on SBM lacks a solid theoretical foundation that may be used when attempting to interpret research data, interviews with 10 teachers were additionally conducted to better enable the interpretation of the quantitative findings. Teachers were randomly chosen from 10 schools of the 28 schools studied, with a single teacher from each school.
At the beginning of each interview, the teachers were presented with a general question: "Do you feel that the introduction of SBM in your school led to significant changes?" Next, the evidence from the quantitative analysis regarding the seven health variables was presented and teachers were asked to offer their interpretation for the results based on their experiences.
RESULTS
The results reveal that changes have occurred in some aspects of schools' organizational health over a period of three years during which SBM was introduced in these schools.
However, these changes are diverse in terms of their implications for organizational health, and may indicate influences other than the introduction of SBM that schools experienced during this period of time. Moreover, although a longitudinal research design was employed and three sequential measurements were performed over a period of the three years, it may still be difficult to identify the effects of SBM in considering the slow pace characterizing change processes in schools.
These limitations suggest that the findings reported here should be treated with caution and that no single comprehensive conclusion regarding the impacts of SBM on school health may be established (see Appendix B for descriptive statistics).
Consideration : Consideration refers to a principal's friendly, supportive, open and collegial behavior. A repeated-measure procedure, used to assess the extent to which teachers perceive their principal's consideration to be different before and after the introduction of SBM in schools, reveals no statistically significant differences (Wilks' Lambda = .909; F = 1.208; for a review on Wilks' Lambda criterion: Marriot, 1990, pp. 462-5) . The results reflect that teachers perceive their principals as relatively considerate both before the introduction of SBM (mean = 3.06) and in the two years that followed the implementation of SBM (means = 3.08 and 3.19).
In considering that under SBM, schools are expected to increase the quality of their performance, it is rather surprising that the introduction of SBM in schools did not encourage principals to become more friendly, supportive, open and collegial as means for increasing teachers' efforts and school outcomes. One possible explanation is that in the first two years SBM does not lead to changes in school principals' leadership style which may be evident in their attitude towards subordinates. This explanation is in line with findings showing that SBM does not change significantly principals' leadership style (Daresh, 1992, p. 115) . Therefore, it may be argued that principals continue to behave as they used to before implementing SBM, and they tend to maintain similar interactions with their subordinates, based on their previous leadership assumptions.
Morale: Morale refers to a collective sense of friendliness that exists among school members. A repeated-measure procedure reveals statistically significant differences in the morale of teachers before and after the introduction of SBM in schools (Wilks' Lambda = .474; F = 13.335; p< .001). Paired t-test comparisons used to determine the source for these differences reveal that moral e has deteriorated over the three years. As Graph 1 shows, morale was high in the year prior to the introduction of SBM and in the following year. However, in the second year of SBM, the results reflect a sharp and statistically significant drop in teachers' morale in comparison to the year before SBM was introduced in their school (t = 5.398; df. 26; p< .001).
__________________________
INSERT GRAPH 1 ABOUT HERE __________________________ A possible explanation for these results is that the introduction of SBM increases internal pressures and the struggle for resources among teachers. This explanation is supported by earlier studies reporting that SBM promotes int er-school competition (Polansky, 1998) and increases organizational conflict (Short & Rinehart, 1993) .
Moreover, according to our findings, teachers' morale significantly decreased only in the second year to SBM. This pattern corresponds with other research findings (Duttweiler & Mutchler, 1990a, p. 34; Carnoy & MacDonnell, 1990; Collins & Hanson, 1991) showing that morale increased with the initial levels of implementation of SBM, but soon returned to depressed levels that existed in school prior to the introduction of SBM. This pattern may be a result of a gap that exists between teachers' initial expectations of SBM and their actual experience.
Institutional integrity refers to the school's ability to cope with the demands and external pressures of parents and other members of the school's community. A repeated-measure procedure reveals statistically significant differences in institutional integrity before and after the introduction of SBM (Wilks' Lambda = .571; F = 9.029; p< .001). The paired t-test comparisons reveal that prior to the introduction of SBM, teachers perceived schools' ability to cope with external pressures to be the lowest in This finding may be explained in considering that under SBM, schools are more flexible and better able to meet local needs and demands and to produce educational plans that correspond with parental' expectations. Such circumstances decrease the potential for conflicts between school and parents. At the same time, SBM grants schools increased formal authority they can exert in their interactions with parents and increases their legitimacy in using it, both highly influential to the perceived ability of school-level educators to confront external pressures.
Bureaucratic load:
This variable refers to the number of tasks that teachers must perform in addition to teaching. A repeated-measure procedure reveals statistically significant differences in the bureaucratic load perceived by teachers before and after the introduction of SBM (Wilks' Lambda = .483; F = 12.858; p< .001). Paired t-test comparisons reveal ed that teachers perceive an increase in the amount of paperwork they have to perform in addition to teaching, when comparisons are made between the circumstances that existed in schools prior to the introduction of SBM and the first (t = -2.795; df. 25; p< .01) and second year of SBM (t = -4.697; df. 26; p< .001). As Graph 3
shows, a significant increase in the perceived bureaucratic load occurs immediately after SBM is introduced in schools and it continues to increase steadily.
__________________________ INSERT GRAPH 3 ABOUT HERE __________________________
This finding allows for the conclusion that an opposite relation between the bureaucratic burden that teachers perceive on the job and the declared increase in school autonomy exists. The assumed increase in school autonomy seems to produce a larger workload and amount of paperwork that teachers must process and has been recognized as an undesirable consequence of SBM (Leithwood et al., 1996; O'Connor & Clark, 1990; Wylie, 1997; Campbell & Neill, 1992) . This finding may be explained in considering that SBM is basically a change-oriented initiative implemented in public schools which have long been identified as loosely coupled systems where the various components, while responsive to one another, preserve their own identity through some degree of separateness (Weick, 1976) . Alignment of strategic activities that schools implementing SBM need to conduct requires coordination among staff accustomed to a high degree of independence (Timperley & Robinson, 2000) . Since coordination is made possible through documentation of the various activities performed by teachers, teachers experience an increase in their workload and in non-teaching assignments.
Principal influence: A key element in assessing the impact of SBM on the image of school principals' authority as perceived by teachers refers to the extent to which teachers perceive their principals as capable of influencing the actions of superiors.
A repeated-measure procedure used to assess the extent to which teachers perceive their principals' influence on superiors to be different before and after the introduction of SBM to schools reveals no statistically significant differences (Wilks' Lambda = .885; F = 1.558). The results reflect that teachers perceive their principals to have had a steady and moderate influence on superiors before the introduction of SBM (mean = 3.15) and in the two years that followed the implementation of SBM in their schools (means = 3.17 and 3.06).
In line with previously reported evidence (Malen et al., 1990, p.11), our findings suggest that teachers do not regard the introduction of SBM in the school as an increase in principals' influence on superiors. This may be explained in considering that in centralized systems of education, the authority that is delegated to the school level may be taken back by senior officials since powers still rest with the central authority (Bray, 1985) . Therefore, SBM is not considered to significantly change the extent to which principals may influence superiors.
Academic emphasis:
This variable is used to assess the extent to which teachers' believe in children's ability to succeed. A repeated-measure procedure reveals statistically significant differences in teachers' academic emphases before and after the introduction of SBM (Wilks' Lambda = .453; F = 14.508; p< .001). Although paired t-test comparisons revealed no statistically significant differences between teachers' perceptions before SBM is introduced (mean = 2.98) and the first year of SBM (mean = 3.03), there is a sharp increase when comparing teachers' academic emphases before SBM is introduced and the second year of SBM (t = -5.713; df. 26; p< .001).
____________________________
Since teachers' beliefs in students' ability to succeed are in many cases a self-fulfilling prophecy, the results suggest that the introduction of SBM in schools have the potential to encourage teachers to increase their efforts while teaching. This finding is hardly surprising considering SBM schools are assumed to better adjust educational processes to students' needs, and are therefore, expected to increase their effectiveness.
However, it is important to note that the evidence reported in earlier studies regarding the effect of SBM on student's outcomes is mixed. Moreover, the present research studied schools that had experienced SBM for only two years and focused on teachers' perceptions regarding students' performance rather than on actual behaviors and outcomes. For these reasons it is difficult to determine, based on our data, whether in the Israeli educational context this prophecy will eventually be fulfilled and a different and more effic ient culture of learning and teaching will eventually be created.
Resource support: SBM grants Israeli schools increased resources along with the authority to decide how to use these resources and enables them to invest their budget in activities they consider most important. One basic premise for SBM is that it enables schools to become more efficient and to better direct supplies for instructional activities.
A repeated-measure procedure reveals statistically significant differences in the amount of resources available for teachers before and after the introduction of SBM (Wilks' Lambda = .741; F = 4.199; p< .05).
When a set of paired t-test comparisons is used to determine the source for these differences, a sharp increase is evident in the amount of resources available for teachers in the first year of SBM in comparison with the year before SBM was introduced (t = -2.376; df. 25; p< .01). However, in the second year of SBM there is a sharp decrease in the amount of resources available for instructional purposes, to the same level that existed prior to the introduction of SBM in schools.
__________________________ INSERT GRAPH 5 ABOUT HERE __________________________
Since the amount of resources granted schools in the Israeli educational system changed dramatically before and after the introduction of SBM, but not between the first and second year of SBM, the results reflect a cha nge in school strategy related to the distribution of resources.
Based on the assertion that self managing school are most likely to develop a schoolwide vision and practices consistent with that vision (Fullan, 1996; Siskin, 1997; Hannay & Ross, 1997) , it is possible that in the second year of SBM, principals prefer to concentrate resources and devote them to vision-driven purposes rather than allow their use for various activities teachers wish to conduct. Therefore, at the teachers' level, the introduc tion of SBM to schools does not significantly change the amount of resources available for their disposal, although the amount of resources available at the school level is actually increased.
Interviews: To better enable the interpretation of the findings discussed above, ten randomly chosen teachers working in SBM schools were interviewed. All the teachers interviewed share the notion that, so far, the introduction of SBM in their school did not lead to dramatic changes. When asked to assess why, different explanations emerge: "Our school is constantly introducing new ideas and new change initiatives. SBM is just one initiative among many." "We have had SBM for two years. Although this is a substantial amount of time, it is possible that more time is required before its impacts will be identified." "In one of the meetings we had just before the school year started, we were told that our school is among the schools that will introduce SBM. Nobody asked for our opinion about this initiative, not then and not now. We are expected to become involved in the implementation of SBM in our school and not in planning and designing the process." Hence, the large number of initiatives that schools introduce, the lack of teacher influence and the lack of time are considered among the factors that moderate the perceived impacts of SBM.
Next, teachers were asked to offer their interpretation to the findings obtained in the quantitative study for the organizational health variables.
Principal's consideration: Teachers tend to agree with the findings showing that SBM
did not lead to a significant change in principals' consideration. Some interviewees relate this to the fact that most of the change initiatives are directed toward teachers rather than toward the principals: "Our school is constantly bombarded with various programs and initiatives. However, they are all directed towards the teachers and therefore are less likely to significantly affect the principal's attitude and behavior."
Other interviewees provide a differe nt explanation: "Our principal has always been and remained a nice person. However, she is task oriented and a dominant person, and now she continues to run the school as she used to run it in the past."
Principal's influence on superiors: Most of the interviewees agreed that it is difficult for them to assess if their principals' influence on superiors has changed since SBM was introduced in their school, as they are not fully aware of all the interactions between principals and superiors. However, based on teachers' interactions with school superintendents, they conclude that their principal's influence on the superintendent did not change significantly: "The superintendent continues to monitor our teaching and to write her reports as she did before." "Eventually, my career and tenure are determined mostly by the superintendent. My principal is asked for her recommendations, but she is not the one who actually decides." The limited influence on superiors that principals are considered to ha ve corresponds with the notion that SBM did not increase principals' authority regarding central policy issues: "Decisions that refer to the most important issues in schooling, such as curriculum and personnel, are still made by the Director General."
Morale: When teachers are asked to explain why SBM seems to negatively affect their morale they offer a range of explanations. They all point out the increased demand for accountability and for students' outcomes as the main factor: "We are not yet sure what we as teachers are going to gain from SBM. However, it was made very clear to us by our principal that under SBM, we cannot blame anyone for low achievements and lack of efficiency but ourselves." The increased emphasis on the need to improve outcomes seems to have additional negative side effects on teachers' morale: "Now we have to struggle for resources. In some cases, this produces tensions among the teachers and negatively affects their willingness to cooperate with each other." Another teacher said:
"SBM is among a the number of large-scale projects that were introduced to our school in the last years. However, no efforts are made to cultivate the teachers who become more and more fatigued over the years."
Academic emphasis: Teachers say that SBM is translated at the school level as an immediate demand to increase efforts and to express increased accountability for students' outcomes. However, "some teachers in our school talk the talk but fail to walk the walk and, therefor e, I don't expect that our school's effectiveness will dramatically change in the future."
Resources: As mentioned earlier, schools were tempted to follow the SBM initiative since they received a significant and immediate increase of their financial resources.
And indeed, teachers tie SBM to a sudden prosperity in the amount of resources that was made available for their disposal after SBM was introduced in their school. "We always got what we needed. When SBM was introduced, our school got much more money and we were encouraged to request anything that might be useful for teaching and learning. However, this only happened once and stopped in the second year. It is not clear to me how the money is spent this year." Another teacher said: "This year our principal decided that all the extra money will be used to renovate the computer laboratory, leaving little money to support teachers' initiatives. I wonder what will be next year's excuse for not distributing more money to the teachers."
Bureaucratic load: Teachers express a view that supports the quantitative evidence
showing that SBM increases the amount of paperwork they have to process. Several explanations are offered: "One way to save energy and to increase efficiency is by distributing teaching materials among teachers. Every teacher is expected to document new ideas and activities and distribute his work among the rest of the teachers." "Our principal wants us to document almost everything we do. I know that she reads and files everything. I assume that this is done so that she may better monitor our work." "Since SBM was introduced to our school, we are expected to constantly update the parents."
Institutional integrity: Increasing parents' awareness regarding the internal processes conducted by school seems to be related to schools' institutional integrity: "Parents are involved and have a good idea about the various activities that our school conducts.
Parents are familiar with our school's policy and are aware that our policy is not negotiable." The majority of the teachers who were interviewed confirmed that schools are better able to cope with external pressures after introducing SBM: "Now our school initiates many more programs designed to better meet the specific needs of our children."
DISCUSSION
According to Hoy & Feldman (1987) , the seven aspects of health fit together to form a general health index for schools. The higher the score, the healthier the organizational dynamics in the school.
The aggregated scores computed for the school health in dex reflect that the schools studied are characterized by moderate organizational health. Comparisons of the integrated health scores between the three measurements performed reveal no statistically significant differences.
However, in spite of arguments claiming that the impacts of SBM may be evident only after a relatively long period of time (Wissler & Ortiz, 1986; Casner-Lotto, 1988; Sickler, 1988; David, 1989b ), significant differences do appear when comparisons are made on the organizational health subsets investigated. Some of the changes seem to be related in some sense to the tendency toward increased effectiveness that SBM is assumed to foster. The most prominent expression of this tendency is teachers' perceptions reflecting higher expectations for children's achievements, which undoubtedly is an important although insufficient component of school effectiveness.
Nevertheless, the picture from the teachers' perspective after the second year of SBM is not encouraging. It seems that teachers feel that the quality of their work atmosphere has deteriorated significantly. Teachers report having a lower morale and increased bureaucratic load in comparison to the circumstances that existed in their school prior to the introduction of SBM, being both attributes of the technical level of school health. At the same time, they don't perceive their principals to be more considerate, nor do they have an increased amount of resources that they can use in their teaching.
From the teachers' point of view, SBM seems to create a burden rather than an opportunity to increase their professional and personal autonomy and to improve the quality of the social interactions they experience in school.
Since teachers operate on the front lines and are responsible for the quality of schools' educational processes and outcomes, their contentment is highly important. Therefore, emphasizing school outcomes should not be treated as the only worthwhile goal, assuming that SBM is expected to increase school effectiveness by inducing change in the professional perceptions of teachers and in the culture of teaching and learning. The flexibility granted to schools by SBM should also be used to conduct various activities intended to improve the quality of the school's climate so as to ena ble teachers to realize their ambitions and needs. In this sense, organizational effectiveness is more likely to be achieved if teachers experience a school atmosphere that increases their commitment to their colleagues and to the school rather than if the y are obliged to comply with some formal constraints imposed by the introduction of SBM in their school.
Much depends on the internal dynamics of the school and on the supportive conditions (Robertson et al., 1995) that exist in the school context. A number of studies have demonstrated that school performance often depends on whether the school's internal processes can motivate its members (see Cheng, 1996b, p. 48) . According to our findings, more attention should be paid to the technical level of school health and to improving teachers' morale. Moreover, efforts should be made to limit to a minimum the bureaucratic load on teachers. In considering the significance of the principal in motivating teachers, principals' consideration for teachers is a highly im portant means for the improvement of the school atmosphere.
It should be acknowledged that a school-based managed school is not only a place to foster student growth but also a place to foster the development of teachers (Cheng, 1996b, p. 53) . Emphasis should be placed equally on all the components that affect the quality of the school's health if SBM is expected to increase the professional autonomy of educators along with the effectiveness of the school. It is, therefore, argued that neglecting teachers' psychosocial and professional needs while introducing SBM in schools will most likely create the illusion of personal and organizational autonomy, which will dissolve in time. 
